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plan, we will have delivered him a sub-
stantive defeat. I am hopeful that Re-
publicans can pull together and deliver
our President the victory he deserves.

————

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon). Pursuant to House
Resolution 143 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1) to close the achievement gap with
accountability, flexibility, and choice,
so that no child is left behind, with Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday,
May 22, 2001, amendment No. 9 printed
in House Report 107-69 offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TIBERI) had
been disposed of.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 10 printed in House Report
107-69.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suant to the rule, I offer amendment
No. 10.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. HOEK-
STRA:

In section 701 of the bill, in subparagraph
(A) of section 7203(b)(1) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as pro-
posed to be amended by such section 701),
strike ‘“‘may transfer” and all that follows
through the end of such subparagraph and in-
sert the following:
may transfer—

‘(i) not more than 50 percent of the funds
allocated to it under each of the provisions
listed in paragraph (2) for a fiscal year to 1
or more of its allocations for such fiscal year
under any other provision listed in para-
graph (2); or

‘‘(ii) not more than 75 percent of the funds
allocated to it under each of the provisions
listed in paragraph (2) for a fiscal year to 1
or more of its allocations for such fiscal year
under any other provision listed in para-
graph (2), if the local educational agency ob-
tains State approval before making such
transfer.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 143, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) and a Mem-
ber opposed will each control 10 min-
utes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to claim the time otherwise not
claimed in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?
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There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr.
yield myself 1 minute.

Currently, H.R. 1 gives local school
districts a new opportunity to use
some of their Federal funds in a way
that will benefit their students. This
transferability option will allow school
districts to transfer up to 50 percent of
the money they receive from four Fed-
eral programs, grant programs. They
can move these monies between the
programs or into Title I.

This is an important step forward in
giving local education officials, those
who know the names of their students,
the ability to spend Federal funds the
way they believe will improve student
achievement, not the way a bureau-
cratic in Washington tells them to.

Transferability is a positive way to
give school districts some flexibility in
how they spend their money. I believe
that we should go even further. That is
why I have offered this amendment.
This amendment will allow a school
district to go above the current 50 per-
cent gap and give them the option to
transfer up to 75 percent of their Fed-
eral formula grant funds between pro-
grams if they receive approval from
their States.

I hope my colleagues will agree that
this is an important step forward in
flexibility, and I encourage them to
support this amendment.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 min-
utes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. This legislation and
this bipartisan agreement, and it is bi-
partisan reporting from the committee,
takes an unprecedented step in expand-
ing the transferability at the local
level so that local school districts can
make a determination about the appli-
cation of those resources.

But this legislation also understands
that these programs are not about
some Washington bureaucrat. These
programs are about the Congress of the
United States saying these are areas
that we believe there should be an im-
portant commitment of resources: safe
and drug-free schools, teacher quality
improvement, innovative strategies
and technology.

These are articulations of the con-
gressional will on a bipartisan basis
certainly over the last 10 or 15 years
that these are either emerging areas
that need attention and the Federal
dollars ought to be applied there, be-
cause there are areas where there are
deficits, but at the same time in this
legislation we have taken the unprece-
dented step to say that we can have
transferability of 50 percent of the
money, because in some instances it
makes sense to allow them to double
up the resources on a short-term basis
to improve the quality of teachers, or
to purchase technology so they can
ramp it up and get it running and get
on their way.

Chairman, I
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But the Hoekstra amendment is sim-
ply an amendment that goes too far. It
is violative of the bipartisan agree-
ment we have. It is violative of the
vote in the committee reporting this to
the floor. It recognizes the tension be-
tween a full-blown block grant and the
notion that we ought to have improved
flexibility at the local level.

That is what we decided on doing.
That is what we decided on as a com-
mittee to do, to see whether or not
over the next 5 years we could see how
this transferability takes place.

We ought to honor that agreement. It
is a rational agreement and makes
sense. It also keeps faith with the con-
gressional priorities that this Congress
has determined we ought to be using
Federal dollars for in the poorest
schools with the poorest performing
children, because, after all, that is a
program that we have before us today
to help make up those deficits in teach-
er qualifications in the poorer schools,
in lacking technology in the poorer
schools.

I would hope that the Congress and
the House would stay with the bipar-
tisan agreement that we have.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER),
the chairman of the Committee.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Michigan, for offering the amend-
ment. I do understand the concern of
some on each side of the aisle over giv-
ing local districts more flexibility, but
let us go and look at why we have this
in the bill today.

As was pointed out, we make sure
that the money gets to the schools
under the targeting that is already in
the bill. Then we make sure that under
Title I, which is the largest chunk of
money, that we could transfer money
into title 1 but could not transfer any
money out of it.

Secondly, we also wall off, under the
current bill, the bilingual education
money and programs. So we are talk-
ing about basically four funding
streams that we are giving local dis-
tricts, every local district, the oppor-
tunity to move at least half of the
money in those four funding streams
between programs or into Title I.

The amendment before us says, let us
allow a local district to transfer up to
75 percent of the funds, again, just
among those four funding streams.
Why do we want to give districts this
flexibility? Because we have teacher
and professional development monies,
we have technology money, we have an
innovative grant program, and we have
to spend the money today in those par-
ticular funding streams.

Under the 50 percent local flexibility,
we have some ability to transfer, but I
think the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan is a good
one. It says we can do 75 percent. Why
is this good? Because let us say that we
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want to put computers in every class-
room, so we can take the technology
money and do that, but if we do not
have teachers who are equipped to
teach their students how to use the
computers, maybe the first step ought
to be to do the teacher training and the
professional development.

What in fact that would do, we might
want to be able to transfer money out
of technology into the teacher training
part to make sure that they are
trained before we get the equipment.
This kind of local flexibility we think
will produce much better results.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE), the ranking member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this amend-
ment would cross the line between pre-
serving focused educational priorities
and eliminating national areas of need.
I ask Members to oppose it.

Currently, this bipartisan bill allows
school districts to transfer up to 50 per-
cent of a program’s allocation. This
maintains the bipartisan priorities
identified in the ESEA. By allowing
transfers of 75 percent, the significant
focus on the areas of school safety,
teacher quality, and technology will be
diluted.

Mr. Chairman, the bill’s current pro-
visions allowing for a 50 percent trans-
fer from a program strikes the right
balance between flexibility and ac-
countability. I would urge Members to
reject this amendment. We have
worked very, very carefully, and this is
a very important part of the bipartisan
agreement. I would urge Members to
recognize that. This 75 percent amend-
ment really, to my mind, violates the
bipartisan effort that we have put into
this bill.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER).

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I appreciate the debate that is
taking place on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. Of course, this
amendment really addresses a small
part of the bill that provides a little bit
of flexibility to school districts.

Now, the President and his plan,
Leave No Child Behind Act of 2001, pro-
posed something much bigger. He said
that what he had suggested was that
under his program, States and districts
would be free from categorical program
requirements in return for submitting
5-year performance agreements.

This portion of the President’s plan,
of course, has been left out of the bill.
But what we have instead is a portion
that allows a tiny little bit of Federal
funds to be transferred between some
programs at the district level, and in
those programs, only 50 percent of the
dollars that are allocated, just 50 per-
cent.
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This does not include Title I, which
is where the real money is in Federal
funds back to States. So we are really
talking here, Mr. Chairman, about
probably 1 percent or less of the dollars
that go to local districts, and we are
having a debate over whether they
should be able to shift 50 percent of
that tiny percentage, or, as the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
has proposed in his amendment, 75 per-
cent.

This is a debate about minutiae,
frankly, but it is a good debate because
it is a small step in the right direction.
But the tenor of the debate I think
speaks volumes about why so much of
the President’s bill has been left behind
here on the floor, because as my col-
league, the gentleman from California,
stated in his arguments against the
amendment, he said this was a bad
amendment because it violates the bi-
partisan agreement that we have here
between Republicans and Democrats.

So we define the merits of the legis-
lation based on which group of politi-
cians have agreed to the underlying
bill that is before us. If the amendment
violates this agreement among politi-
cians, then it is a bad amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment bene-
fits children. At some point during to-
day’s debate, we ought to think about
them. I have to tell the Members, my
friends back home in Colorado, school
board administrators and others, they
do not care whether there is an agree-
ment between politicians, what they
want is the flexibility to spend dollars
on the priorities that help kids. That is
what this amendment does, and why I
ask for its adoption.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Delaware (Mr. CAS-
TLE), chairman of the subcommittee.
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Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) for yielding the time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant but
very strong opposition to this amend-
ment. This legislation as it stands
right now with the amendments in it
has as much flexibility as one could
possibly handle probably for years to
come.

In addition to the education flexi-
bility that we passed last year, we have
great consolidation of a lot of the pro-
grams that exist at the Federal level
into one block grant-type program.

We do have the local Straight A’s or
the local flexibility, if you will, which
allows each district without permission
from anybody to transfer up to 50 per-
cent of their funds as long as it is not
in title I. They can transfer into title I
all of the Federal funds; that is tre-
mendous flexibility. That is the best
we can possibly do with respect to
that.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TIBERI) and I had an amendment yes-
terday which passed which allows 100
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school districts to apply to the Sec-
retary to waive statutory requirements
and consolidate certain program funds
at the local level.

This is unprecedented flexibility. The
problem with going from 50 percent to
75 percent is that this percentage, the
original percentage reflects our shared
desire to ensure that the funds that we
have remain available to some extent
to carry out the program requirements
as they are not waived by the flexi-
bility program.

Mr. Chairman, I am just afraid if we
go above 50 percent, it is going to be
impossible to do this. So I believe that
with all the flexibility that has been
entered into this legislation, and it
really truly is unprecedented, that we
have gone far enough.

I am reluctant to oppose it, because
of the distinguished record of the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
sponsoring it, but the bottom line is
that the flexibility is there, it is what
we should do. I would encourage all of
us to oppose the amendment.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. PENCE).

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I especially thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, for his support of this amend-
ment and his yeoman’s efforts in this
education bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a proud
member of ‘‘Hoekstra’s heroes,” a band
of my colleagues who over the past sev-
eral days have rallied around the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
and his heroic effort to preserve the vi-
sion of State and local control of edu-
cation in America.

It is said that without a vision, the
people perish. And the vision of Wash-
ington, D.C., the vision of the founders
of this country was a vision of limited
government that left things like edu-
cation to those who could govern best
at the State level.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
allow local school districts to transfer
more funds to specific programs and
better utilize their resources for the
benefits of students. Let me repeat
that, this marginal increase in trans-
ferability is for the benefit of students.
By increasing the transferability cap,
this body permits Federal dollars to be
targeted to the areas that most help
students.

Mr. Chairman, the people of east cen-
tral Indiana did not send me to Wash-
ington, D.C. to increase the Federal
Government’s role over education or
education resources. They sent me to
help students by promoting innovation
and reform.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
help us modestly innovate and reform
by raising the transferability cap; and
I urge my colleagues, all of my fellow
Hoekstra heroes, and all Hoekstra hero
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“wannabes’ on both sides of the aisle
to support this fine amendment.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER), my friend, for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment. The amendment makes a modest
quantitative change but a significant
and negative qualitative change.

First of all, we ought to remind our-
selves that States and localities can do
whatever they see fit with 100 percent
of their State and local money, 100 per-
cent. This is about the very small
amount of money that comes to local
school districts from the Federal budg-
et.

We are in the process of collectively
making a judgment about some spend-
ing priorities that help children. We
believe it helps children to encourage
school districts to spend money on the
latest technology so there are com-
puters in classrooms.

We believe it helps children to bring
police officers and teachers together to
teach children the evils and dangers of
drugs and alcohol under the safe and
drug free schools section.

We believe it helps children to afford
teachers the opportunity to retool and
relearn their craft on a regular basis,
and we believe it helps children to find
some extra money for the unusual and
innovative ideas that usually do not
find its way into the regular school
budget.

We believe that each one of those
things ought to be done with at least 50
percent, at least 50 percent of the very
modest amount of Federal money that
is being sent to local school districts. If
you reduce that 50 percent to 25 per-
cent, I believe you reduce these prior-
ities to the point of dilution. You re-
duce them to the point where nothing
really gets done in these four impor-
tant areas at all.

Mr. Chairman, I fully embrace and
support the right of local school dis-
tricts to spend their own money, raised
through their own taxing authorities
completely as they see fit, subject to
the laws and constitutional provisions
that they must live under, but I think
that when we make a national judg-
ment about the importance of tech-
nology, of teacher training, of safe and
drug free schools and of innovative
strategies, we ought to stick to it.

This amendment does not do that. It
should be defeated.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan is recognized for 3%
minutes.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, when
the President came to Washington, he
announced a bold plan, a bold plan to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

reform education, by giving more flexi-
bility to the States, by holding the
schools accountable for results and by
empowering parents.

Over the last 3 months, that plan has
slowly been whittled away. Much of the
flexibility that the President had envi-
sioned for States to target their spend-
ing towards the needs of their Kkids is
gone.

This amendment is an attempt to
give the States and local school dis-
tricts just a little bit more flexibility
for that 1 percent of their money that
comes to their local school districts.

Parental empowerment is basically
gone.

Accountability, it is interesting the
President’s plan said we are going to
get rid of process accountability. We
are going to move away from these cat-
egorical programs that tell school dis-
tricts exactly what to do with every
Federal dollar and then audits them to
make sure that the dollars are spent
for each of these programs creating a
huge bureaucratic and programmatic
nightmare.

He said we are going to come back
and we are going to focus not on proc-
ess accountability, but we are going to
focus on results accountability; move
away from process accountability, go
to results accountability. Let us test
whether our kids are actually going to
be able to read and to do math. The
process accountability has stayed
alive. The bureaucracy has won on all
of those counts. School districts will be
given money. They will be told how to
spend it, and now they will also have
the results accountability.

We will now be telling school dis-
tricts what to do and exactly what re-
sults they will be expected to achieve,
and if they do not achieve those re-
sults, here is what will happen.

It is all laid out in the bill. It is all
very clear. This ends up being the most
significant takeover of our local
schools since the creation of the De-
partment of Education.

It is disappointing that we do not
trust the individuals who know the
names of our kids to do what is best for
our children. Go to your local school
districts. I spent a tremendous amount
of time in school districts in my home-
town, my district and around the coun-
try, and if there is one impassioned
plea that you consistently hear, it is
free us from the bureaucracy, free us
from the paperwork, free us from the
mandates so that instead of focusing
on Washington and what you are tell-
ing us to do, we can focus on the needs
of our kids.

This amendment is just one small
step in trying to bring some more free-
dom to the folks who know our kids’
needs, but, more importantly, they
know our kids’ names and they can
bring those things together.

There is such a tremendous diversity
in the needs of our children and the
needs of our school districts that we
ought to trust our local school officials
to do the right things, to trust our
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State officials. They do not need an-
other Federal mandate.

As a matter of fact, they have a Fed-
eral mandate that comes into effect in
2001 on testing. We are throwing that
out, putting a massive new mandate in
place. Let us trust the folks back home
to do the right thing with a small por-
tion of this money.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I was proud
to stand with the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) to oppose ad-
ditional Federal mandates yesterday,
and it is a value that we share.

This debate that we are having
today, I agree with the gentleman and
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
SCHAFFER) that this should not be
about agreements between politicians.
It should be about learning. This de-
bate should be about priorities.

This debate should be about responsi-
bility. We have a responsibility to
bring the best learning we can to our
school children, and we have a respon-
sibility to spend tax dollars wisely. We
have a responsibility to bring focus pri-
orities to these programs that we are
talking about: school safety, teacher
quality and class size reduction, school
technology.

These are important priorities that
we have set at a national level, and we
have agreed to reduce bureaucracy and
to increase transferability to the 50
percent mark. But why not raise it to
75 percent? Why not raise it to 100 per-
cent?

I believe the answer is we should not
raise it to 100 percent; and it is, I
admit, a difficult matter to set where
the line should be, but as we negotiate
these lines and move them toward the
100 percent, I believe that we abdicate
responsibility. Our responsibility is to
spend tax dollars wisely and to focus
on efforts that help our school chil-
dren.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman that we need to give local flexi-
bility; and we have set the right
amount in this bill. I oppose the Hoek-
stra amendment.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote; and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
will be postponed.
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The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 11 printed in House Report
107-69.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF
FLORIDA

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mrs. MEEK of
Florida:

In section 501 of the bill, in section 5501(1)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (as proposed to be amended by
such section 501), strike ‘“‘adult”.

In section 501 of the bill, in section 5502(1)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (as proposed to be amended by
such section 501), strike ‘‘adult” and insert
“individual”’.

In section 501 of the bill, in section
5503(a)(1) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (as proposed to be
amended by such section 501), after ‘‘respon-
sible adults” insert ‘‘or students in sec-
ondary school”.

In section 501 of the bill, in section
5503(c)(1)(C) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (as proposed to
be amended by such section 501), strike
“adult”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 143, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK) and a Member op-
posed will each control 5 minutes.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to claim the time
not otherwise taken in opposition to
this.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment seeks
to make a small, modest change to the
Osborne Mentoring Program so that
both adults and qualified, trained and
motivated high school students can be-
come mentors.

During the Committee on Education
and the Workforce’s consideration of
H.R. 1, the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. OSBORNE) offered a noncontrover-
sial amendment which the committee
adopted by voice vote that established
a mentoring program.

I commend the initiative of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE).
His program is well-intended and also
well designed. Presently this bill only
allows adults to be mentors.

My amendment seeks to make a mod-
est change so that qualified, trained
and motivated high school students
can also become mentors.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
very clear that neither the Osborne
Mentoring Program or my amendment
would require that local educational
agencies offer mentoring programs.
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This is strictly an option that the
school district can or cannot take.
Like the bill, my amendment would
preserve local option. Local school dis-
tricts would have the choice whether
or not to start a mentoring program.

When the mentor is an older student,
not too far in age from the mentee, it
appears that this transforming rela-
tionship affects both young people. For
example, a study recently conducted by
Pediatrics Magazine pointed out that
the benefits of peer monitoring are
very, very good. The researchers com-
pared children who were involved in an
inner-city mentoring program with de-
mographically matched children who
were not. Mentors were age 14 to 21,
while mentees were children 7 to 13.

Both mentees and mentors involved
in a community-based peer mentoring
program were found to benefit from
such interactions by acting with great-
er maturity and more responsibility in
their daily lives.

In my years as a college instructor, I
often witnessed the transforming
power of peer relationships. Younger
students sometimes perceive adults as
authority figures who are out of touch
or all too ready to preach; whereas, a
child may come to confide in his or her
slightly-older peer because they per-
ceive their peer to have a greater ca-
pacity to understand and identify with
what they are going through.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me thank the gen-
tlewoman from Florida for her amend-
ment to a program that was put in the
bill in committee by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE).

The gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
OSBORNE), as we all know, had a very
successful career in winning three na-
tional championships during his years
as coach of Nebraska. During his years,
though, in Nebraska, he was very in-
volved in mentoring programs of many
sorts and brought an amendment to
the committee and added to this bill a
mentoring program that I think will be
very helpful to all of the disparate and
independent mentoring programs that
are going on around the country.

I think the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK)
is very well done because in many high
schools around the country today we
have mentoring programs where older
young adults in schools are working
with their peers. I know in my own
local high school at home, they have a
peer-counseling program, peer-men-
toring program that I think has been
very successful. So I would encourage
my colleagues to support the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
OSBORNE).
Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, I

would like to speak in favor of the
Meek amendment, the mentoring suc-
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cess component of H.R. 1. Tradition-
ally, many mentoring programs in-
volve adults, but there are a great
many around the country, as the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER)
mentioned, that do wuse secondary
school students to work with younger
children.

So as the initial introducer of the
mentoring component, I certainly sup-
port the gentlewoman’s amendment,
and we hope very much that our col-
leagues will vote in favor of this
amendment. We think it has great
merit. We look forward to working
with the conference committee to pos-
sibly also include younger college-age
students in mentoring endeavors.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
and wish to enter into a colloquy with
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HoOYER) and the gentlewoman from
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP).

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK) for her willingness to yield to
me, and I thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER) for yielding
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to enter a col-
loquy with the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman
BOEHNER). First, I would like to thank
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK), as I said, for being willing to
yield me time. I would also like to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man BOEHNER) for his outstanding
leadership on the committee, along
with the gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER), who has worked
so hard to bring a good bill to the floor.

The education of our children should
be our top priority, which is why we
are especially pleased that this bill is
truly the result of a bipartisan effort.
During the debate, we have discussed
at great length the need for standards
and improved achievement. However,
many of our schools do not have access
to research-based reading programs de-
veloped by NICHD. This bill includes
report language that discusses re-
search-based reading programs. But I
do not feel we are doing enough to
make sure that our teachers have ac-
cess to this innovative research.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would
like to have a colloquy with the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Kentucky
(Mrs. NORTHUP), my colleague on the
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education of the
Committee on Appropriations, who
shares my concern and interest in this
area.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to yield to the gentlewoman
from Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP).

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, let me thank my colleagues who
have spent many hours listening to
NIH testimony and getting quite an ap-
preciation for the research they have
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done on reading, and to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK), who
is my cochair in the Reading Caucus
that seeks to bring focus on what read-
ing programs work.

Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on
Labor, Health and Human Services and
Education of the Committee on Appro-
priations on which both the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and I sit
has had a number of discussions about
the recommendations of the National
Reading Panel, a report compiled by
the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development and the De-
partment of Education.

The National Reading Panel was
charged with conducting a comprehen-
sive review of the evidence-based re-
search on reading and assessing the ef-
fectiveness of different approaches. As
my colleagues know, NICHD has con-
ducted scientific research and identi-
fied the steps required for all children
to become effective readers. Armed
with that research and knowledge, we
now need to take the next step, putting
research into practice.

We are pleased that the President’s
Reading First Initiative has been
shaped by the findings of the National
Reading Panel. Reading is a funda-
mental building block of education.
That is why it is crucial that our stu-
dents receive the best reading instruc-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the dismal statistics
of illiteracy simply do not have to
exist. We are optimistic that with the
National Reading Panel’s findings as
our guide, we can achieve much better
results.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, to the gentleman from
Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER), I think that
this particular program of instituting
mentoring into the lives of the children
is absolutely essential. The fact that
reading has been shown as an extreme
good component of this entire spec-
trum, I welcome the fact that we now
see the importance of reading. It also
further strengthens the fact that hav-
ing mentors working with the mentee
will be most efficient.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to

the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER).
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to dis-
cuss this important issue with the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the gentlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs.
NORTHUP), and the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

In April, I visited a demonstration
project at Independence Elementary
School in Liberty Township, Ohio,
which is in my district. Independence
Elementary is successfully utilizing
the host reading program that pro-
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motes the practices recommended by
the National Reading Panel and the
National Research Council. The host
model utilizes about 60 mentors, age 16
to 84, to tutor approximately 50 first-
through-third graders at the school in
one-on-one sessions.

The host reading program, which is
supported by Governor Taft, funds the
host programs in Ohio. In fact, the
Governor and Mrs. Taft both are volun-
teers for this program, and I think it is
a very worthy endeavor. I think that
the efforts by the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the gentle-
woman from Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP),
and the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK) are certainly in order.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, there are at least five
schools with host programs in my dis-
trict as well, all of which are dem-
onstrating improved results.

We look forward to working with the
gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
BOEHNER) and the President on imple-
menting the recommendations of the
National Reading Panel and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) as well.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I just want to say we
obviously strongly support the amend-
ment of the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK). On behalf of the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), and myself, we all sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I hope
people can follow how this happened.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 12 printed in
House Report 107-69.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. ROGERS
of Michigan:

In the matter proposed to be inserted as
part E of title VIII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 by section
801 of the bill, insert after section 8520 the
following:

“SEC. 8521. ENCOURAGE EDUCATION SAVINGS.

“To the extent practicable, the Secretary
shall promote education savings accounts in
States that have qualified State tuition pro-
grams (as defined in section 529 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 143, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. ROGERS) and a Member
opposed each will control 56 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
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sent to claim the time otherwise re-
served for the opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, late last year, I was
getting ready to address a very dig-
nified group of community leaders. As
I was preparing my remarks, I asked
my first-grade daughter what she
thought I ought to tell these fairly im-
portant people. She thought about it
for a minute. She looked up. She said,
“Dad, you can tell them that I got the
best lower case A’s in the entire first-
grade class.” I thought about that a
minute, and I tell my colleagues what,
Mr. Chairman, I told my very distin-
guished group that my daughter had
the best lower case A’s in the entire
first-grade class.

I want every daughter in America
and every son in America in the first
grade to be worried about those lower
case A’s. I want every parent to have to
understand and have the ability to un-
derstand that, not only do we have to
worry about their lower case A’s, but
we have got to worry about their fu-
ture and what happens. In just a few
short years, they will be ready to go to
college or technical training school.

What this amendment does is em-
brace the 50 States who have 529 pre-
paid tuition or college savings plans for
parents. Costs are going up, and we are
not a Nation that saves. We have about
a 1 percent savings rate in America.

There are five Federal programs to
help people offset the costs of getting
college education, of technical training
that will cover not as many as it will
not cover. There will be more families
out there struggling to borrow money
to get their kids to go to school than
there will be receiving a grant or a
scholarship or tuition from another
source.

What we are trying to do here, Mr.
Chairman, is allow parents to get con-
nected and understand the value of
time and compounding with these
State savings plans.

In Michigan, I offered a bill last year
that would allow State tax-free money
in and tax-free money out to defray the
costs of getting an education. The time
and compounding value of that is im-
mense. We need to get parents con-
nected as soon as we can and take the
middle class from the borrowing class
to the saving class.

This is an important element in off-
setting those increasing costs, Mr.
Chairman. I urge this body’s support so
that parents can go back to saving a
little money and worrying about those
lower case A’s.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, we have no opposition
to this amendment. We support the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
think that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
ROGERS) is a very good amendment.
The gentleman from Michigan, during
his years in the State senate, authored
the college tuition savings program in
Michigan. I think his ongoing efforts
here as a new Member of this body to
encourage the Secretary, to the extent
practicable, to promote these programs
is of great benefit for the American
people.

We all know that the cost of going to
college continues to rise; and we be-
lieve by the end of this year, some 48
States will have such programs. We
want to make sure that they are work-
ing well and provide the avenue by
which many more of our middle- and
lower-income students will be able to
attend an ongoing college, university
or some type of training program once
they graduate from high school.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment. The gentleman should be con-
gratulated.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chairman,
today | rise in support of an amendment that
would authorize the Secretary of Education to
work with state administrators to promote and
advocate the use and establishment of state-
sponsored college savings plans during a stu-
dent’s elementary years.

In recent years, most states have created
either a prepaid tuition or college savings plan
to help parents save for ever-increasing post-
secondary education costs. The 1980s saw
the first developments in state-created tuition
plans as states attempted to meet the growing
concerns about the affordability of college. In
1986, Michigan was the first state to establish
a prepaid college tuition plan, and last year
our state added a savings plan. Currently, all
50 states offer some form of Qualified State
Tuition Programs within Section 529 of the tax
code as Georgia and South Dakota became
the last two states to establish plans earlier
this year.

As the author of Michigan's post-secondary
education savings account plan while a mem-
ber of the Michigan State Senate, | believe
that education is central to our prosperity as a
nation. However, too often the educational op-
portunities for our students and families are
limited by tuition costs or the prospect of a
crushing debt-load. The best answer to this di-
lemma is to encourage advance family sav-
ings—starting to save during a student’s ele-
mentary years.

Please allow me to briefly describe the ben-
efits of saving under Michigan's recently-en-
acted Michigan Education Savings Program.
Under this program, which was launched in
November, 2000, any individual interested in
investing for a college or a vocational edu-
cation can open an account and contribute on
behalf of any beneficiary for as little as $25
up-front. Furthermore, individuals can also
contribute as little as $15 per savings account
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per pay period by using payroll deduction
through participating employers.

Michigan's program has been a great suc-
cess in its first six months, as more than
16,000 accounts have been opened with over
$34 million in investments. In fact, Money
magazine recently named the Michigan Edu-
cation Savings Program one of the best state-
operated college savings programs in the
country.

The power of compounding makes these
plans especially appealing to families who can
save only in smaller increments. For example,
families can put away as little as $10 a week
over the first 18 years of child’s life and,
based at a conservative earnings rate of 8
percent, have about $20,000 by the time he or
she is ready for college or technical school.
Over a period of time, families can save
enough to provide the kind of future we all
want for our children without having to run up
a huge debt to get an education.

An example of the need to create a saving
class was highlighted in a recent Washington
Post column titled: “Colleges Where the Mid-
dle Class Need Not Apply.” The lead para-
graph touched upon the fact “. . . the poor
and middle class at least try college for a
year, although for many of them, even the
modest cost of state schools quickly becomes
burdensome.”

When it comes to saving for college and vo-
cational training we need to help our families
turn from a borrowing class into a saving
class. To encourage such saving, all 50 states
have established prepaid tuition or college
savings plans and this amendment empowers
the Secretary of Education to work with those
states to advocate the benefits of these plans
to elementary school parents and the impor-
tance of establishing an account as soon as
possible.

| believe we all can agree that the federal
government should foster policies encouraging
families to save for educational expenses in-
stead of relying on debt or government aid
programs. My amendment to H.R. 1 would au-
thorize the Secretary of Education to work to-
gether with the 50 states that have Section
529 savings programs to advocate and pro-
mote the use of these valuable educational
tools to encourage parents to enroll in their
state’s plan during their children’s elementary
years.

Promoting the use of savings at the elemen-
tary level will allow the dynamic of time and in-
terest produce significant savings that will help
the families of today’s kindergartners shoulder
the financial burden of tomorrow’s education
costs. | urge my colleagues to support this
amendment promoting the use of these valu-
able tools during the elementary years.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, today, | rise in
strong support of the amendment offered by
my colleague and friend MIKE ROGERS from
the State of Michigan. As we debate this his-
toric education reform legislation, H.R. 1, one
aspect that should not be overlooked is that
too often the educational opportunities of our
students and families are limited by tuition
costs and overwhelming debts.

We need to encourage low- and middle-
class families to turn from borrowing to a sav-
ing. The best time to encourage parents to
start saving for tuition costs is when their chil-
dren are in elementary school. Today, all 50
States, including my home State of Michigan,
have established prepaid tuition or college

May 23, 2001

savings plans under section 529 of the Fed-
eral Tax Code.

This amendment will empower the Secretary
of Education to work with the States to advo-
cate the benefits of these plans to elementary
school parents and stress the importance of
establishing an account as soon as possible.
| thank the gentleman for offering this amend-
ment and for his leadership in the State of
Michigan on this important issue.

| encourage my House colleagues to leave
no child behind and support this amendment
to encourage families to save early for their
children’s educational expenses.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS).

The amendment was agreed to.
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The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 13 printed in
House Report 107-69.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. NORWOOD

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suant to the rule, I offer amendment
No. 13.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. NOR-
WOOD:

At the end of part A of title V of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, as amended by section 501 of the bill,
add the following:

“SEC. 5155. DISCIPLINE OF CHILDREN WITH DIS-
ABILITIES.

‘(a) AUTHORITY OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL.—
Each State receiving funds under this Act
shall require each local educational agency
to have in effect a policy under which school
personnel of such agency may discipline (in-
cluding expel or suspend) a child with a dis-
ability who—

‘(1) carries or possesses a weapon to or at
a school, on school premises, or to or at a
school function, under the jurisdiction of a
State or a local educational agency;

‘(2) knowingly possesses or uses illegal
drugs or sells or solicits the sale of a con-
trolled substance at a school, on school
premises, or at a school function, under the
jurisdiction of a State or a local educational
agency; or

‘(3) commits an aggravated assault or bat-
tery (as defined under State or local law) at
a school, on school premises, or at a school
function, under the jurisdiction of a State or
local educational agency,
in the same manner in which such personnel
may discipline a child without a disability.
Such personnel may modify the disciplinary
action on a case-by-case basis.

‘“‘(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
subsection (a) shall be construed to prevent
a child with a disability who is disciplined
pursuant to the authority provided under
paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a) from as-
serting a defense that the carrying or posses-
sion of the weapon, or the possession or use
of the illegal drugs (or the sale or solicita-
tion of the controlled substance), as the case
may be, was unintentional or innocent.

‘(c) FREE APPROPRIATE PUBLIC
CATION.—

‘(1) CEASING TO PROVIDE EDUCATION.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of Federal
law, a child expelled or suspended under sub-
section (a) shall not be entitled to continue

EDU-
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educational services, including a free appro-
priate public education, required under Fed-
eral law during the term of such expulsion or
suspension, if the State in which the local
educational agency responsible for providing
educational services to such child does not
require a child without a disability to re-
ceive educational services after being ex-
pelled or suspended.

“(2) PROVIDING EDUCATION.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), the local educational
agency responsible for providing educational
services to a child with a disability who is
expelled or suspended under paragraph (1)
may choose to continue to provide edu-
cational services or mental health services
to such child. If the local educational agency
so chooses to continue to provide the
services—

‘“(A) nothing in any other provision of Fed-
eral law shall require the local educational
agency to provide such child with any par-
ticular level of service; and

‘(B) the location where the local edu-
cational agency provides the services shall
be left to the discretion of the local edu-
cational agency.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE.—The term
‘controlled substance’ has the meaning given
the term in section 5151.

“(2) ILLEGAL DRUG.—The term ‘illegal drug’
means a controlled substance, but does not
include such a substance that is legally pos-
sessed or used under the supervision of a li-
censed health-care professional or that is le-
gally possessed or used under any other au-
thority under the Controlled Substances Act
or under any other provision of Federal law.

‘“(3) WEAPON.—The term ‘weapon’ has the
meaning given the term ‘dangerous weapon’
under subsection (g)(2) of section 930 of title
18, United States Code.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 143, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD).

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1%2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as it stands now, Fed-
eral law requires schools to have two
different discipline policies for those
who bring a weapon to school or engage
in aggravated assault, one policy for
special needs students and another for
nonspecial needs students. A special
needs student receives preferential
treatment when it comes to being pun-
ished for outrageous behavior.

For all practical purposes, a special
needs student could be suspended for
no longer than 55 days, for all practical
purposes, and even then must be pro-
vided educational services. Nonspecial
needs students, on the other hand, can
be and often are suspended for longer
periods of time, and then without edu-
cational services.

My amendment will finally change
that. It gives schools the authority to
have a consistent discipline policy for
all students. It allows special needs
students to be disciplined under the
same policy as nonspecial needs stu-
dents in the exact same situation.

My amendment also contains safe-
guards. My amendment contains safe-
guards to ensure that no special needs
student is unjustly punished or singled
out. This amendment sends clear mes-
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sages that weapons and violent as-
saults at school will not be tolerated.
My colleagues, let’s send that message
today by passing this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 min-
utes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. Mr. Chairman,
I was one of the original sponsors, co-
authors and authors of the IDEA Act
when I first came to Congress in 1975. 1
have very strong feelings about our ob-
ligations to educate students with dis-
abilities. I was also the first author of
the Act who said that you would expel
students from schools if they brought
guns to schools. I have very strong
feelings that our schools are a place of
learning, they ought to be a sanctuary,
and the streets ought not to come into
our schools. But these two values
clash.

My concern is this: The suggestion is
somehow that children with handicaps
are privileged; that children with
handicaps have preferential treatment.
No, what we do under the law is recog-
nize that children with handicaps, with
disabilities, in many instances, must
be treated differently because of those
disabilities. And what we do in this is
suggest that we cannot, under the Fed-
eral law, deny them continued edu-
cation if they are suspended, because
we understand the problems of edu-
cating some of these children, many of
whom have multiple handicaps, mul-
tiple disabilities; that if we stop the
educational services, in many in-
stances, it is very difficult to start or
to have that child catch up.

There is nothing in the Federal law
that says that that child must return
to school. A decision must be made in
55 days, but there is nothing that says
the child must return to school. The
gentleman from Georgia and the com-
mittee, when we were deliberating this,
handed out an article from the Orlando
Sentinel and he said that this child
should not be back in school. But when
we read the article, it makes very clear
that the school authorities are edu-
cating the child while he is in a juve-
nile detention center. The school au-
thorities make it very clear that this
child will never return to his school.
This child will not go back to school.
They do not want to return him home,
but they are going to continue to edu-
cate him because that is what the law
requires.

By the same token, the law does not
require that that student be returned
to school. It says we cannot have a se-
cession of the educational program.
And we should not change that law
today. We should not change that law
today.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES).

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Georgia
for his work on this amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, creating a safe learn-
ing environment must be a top priority
for our schools. Unfortunately, the dis-
cipline provisions in IDEA make it im-
possible for educators to address the
needs of all students in the classroom.
The safety and the learning opportuni-
ties of all students are jeopardized by
the rules that require that a dangerous
and disruptive student remain in the
classroom.

I believe when it comes to the issue
of weapons, illegal drugs and assaults,
we cannot afford to gamble with the
safety of our students, with our teach-
ers and staff. Ensuring the safety of all
students must be our first goal. The
Federal bureaucracy cannot second-
guess our local educators, who must
make difficult decisions about the safe-
ty in their classrooms. Doing such will
unnecessarily put the safety of our stu-
dents at risk.

This amendment will allow schools
to discipline all students that bring
weapons, sell illegal drugs or commit
aggravated assault or battery at school
in the same manner. Schools will not
be able to discriminate against stu-
dents with disabilities, but they will
have the flexibility under this amend-
ment to make sure that all violent stu-
dents are removed from the classroom.

Simply put, this amendment will re-
move the roadblocks that Congress has
put in the path of good school adminis-
trators, parents, teachers, and local
school boards who merely want to keep
their classrooms safe.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE).

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Ch